The present research is an attempt to bridge this gap between the Marxist theoretical perspective and the rapidly growing body of quantitative studies of social inequality. The first part of the paper will discuss briefly the logic of the Marxist concept of class and present a preliminary opperationalization of the Marxist criteria for class position for use in quantitative research. We then will examine an empirical application of this operationalization in the study of income inequality.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
The Marxist Concept of "Class" 1 Few concepts in social science have been used in more diverse ways than "class." To some sociologists, class refers to categories of people occupying common posi-can be ordered in a hierarchical fashion. In the Marxist perspective, classes are not, as Barber (1957:73) would have it, "divisional units within systems of social stratification." Classes constitute common positions within social relations of production, and this means that classes must always be understood in terms of their relationship to other classes. Thus, the theoretical starting point of a class analysis is to decode the social relations of production within a particular society in order to uncover the class positions which they determine.
The traditional Marxist analysis of the class structure of capitalist society has centered on three criteria underlying social relations of production: (1) ownership of the means of production; (2) purchase of the labor power of others; (3) sale of one's own labor power.2 These three criteria generate the three basic class categories of capitalist society: capitalists own their own means of production, purchase the labor power of others and do not sell their own labor power; workers do not own their own means of production and therefore cannot purchase the labor power of others, but do sell their own labor power to capitalists; and the petty bourgeoisie do not sell their own labor power, nor (except perhaps in a very limited way) purchase the labor power of others, but do own their own means of production. For many purposes, especially for the analysis of midnineteenth century capitalism, these were probably adequate criteria, at least as a first approximation; for the analysis of contemporary capitalism, they need some important extensions.
The present analysis will focus on only one of the possible extensions of this basic typology, the emergence of an authority structure within the capitalist enterprise which is partially differentiated from own-1 For a much more elaborate discussion of the Marxist concept of class, see Wright (1976a:20-90; 1976b) . 2 It might appear that sale of one's own labor power is equivalent to not owning the means of production and thus is a redundant criterion. However, in all class societies there are people who neither own the means of production nor sell their labor power-in precapitalist society, slaves; in capitalist society, students, many housewives and others who do not participate directly in production. ership. This expanded typology is presented in Table 1 . The traditional Marxist criterion of "employing labor power" really contains two distinct dimensions. First, being an employer gives the capitalist legal rights to the product of labor. Second, being an employer gives the capitalist control over the activities of labor, over the labor process. In nineteenth century capitalism, these two dimensions tended to be united in the entrepreneurial capitalist; today, especially in the large corporation, they tend to be partly differentiated.3 This implies the emergence of a new social category, generally referred to as managers. Managers in this typology are wage-laborers who do not own their own means of production, do not formally employ workers, but who do control or supervise labor power. Thus they share some of the criteria of both workers and capitalists, which reflects the structural position of managers as a buffer between the capitalist class and working class. This enlarged typology will 3Opponents of the Marxist view of class have argued that with the institutional separation of ownership and control in the modern corporation, property ownership has progressively declined as an important element in the structure of inequality and, thus, an analysis of capitalist social relations of production per se is unnecessary (see especially Bell, 1973; Berle and Means, 1932; Galbraith, 1967) . Of course, no one can deny the considerable growth of managerial hierarchies in the modern corporation and the general decline of the family-owned firm in favor of the joint stock company (although, as Zeitlin (1974) argues, there are considerable data to indicate that proponents of the "managerial revolution" thesis have grossly exaggerated these changes). The issue is not whether or not professional managers play a bigger role in running corporations today than 100 years ago, but how such managerial positions should be structurally interpreted. Obviously, if property ownership is taken to be simply a juridical category defining formal legal title to the apparatus of production, then the emergence of managers at the top of large corporations signals the demise of property relations. But proponents of the class structure perspective increasingly have stressed that ownership must not be understood primarily in legalistic terms. Rather, ownership of the means of production constitutes a complex system of social relationships, of enforceable rights and claims to the apparatus of production (see especially, Balibar, 1970; Poulantzas, 1975; Bettelheim, 1973; De Vroey, 1975) . It is a sociological question, not a formal legal one, whether the appearance of a separation of ownership and control, in fact, may hide a new integration of the two. Understood in this way, the main significance of the rise of managerialism is not the abolition of property relations, nor the demise of the capitalist class but, rather, the reorganization of ownership structures from individual forms of capitalist ownership to more collective forms of ownership. The dominance of the capitalist class is no longer primarily mediated through personally manipulated individual businesses, but through collectively run and coordinated corporate empires (see Menshikov, 1969) . Capitalist social relations of production have not been transcended; they have merely been transformed. The Marxist class structure perspective thus argues that relations of production-understood substantively, not formally-remain the core criteria for understanding class structure and class antagonism. 4 It is very important not to confuse this typology with Dahrendorf's (1959) conception of class as common position within authority hierarchies. Two points of contrast are especially important: in Table 1 , "authority" represents only one dimension of class relations; whereas in Dahrendorf's analysis, authority becomes the sole criterion for class position. Second, in the present discussion, authority is defined specifically in terms of the social relations of production, not the social relations of any organization whatsoever. For Dahrendorf, authority relations within churches are as much the basis of class position as authority relations within industry. For a provide the basic conceptual framework within which the present research will be conducted.
Several brief comments about the typology in Table 1 are necessary. First, to say that this is a structural typology in which a person is placed in a class category on the basis of the four criteria does not imply that there are no ambiguous cases. For example, should a worker who in his or her spare time is a small-scale, self-employed artisan be considered a petty bourgeois producer? It is partially an empirical question rather than a purely theoretical one how neatly and unambiguously individuals can be placed into the slots. The critical point is that such ambiguity takes shape and has theoretical meaning only in its relationship to the structural categories.
Second, and perhaps more seriously, there is a certain ambiguity in the criteria themselves quite apart from the possible ambiguities of placing individuals into particular slots. Two such ambiguities are particularly important. (1) There is an ambiguity in the boundary between the capitalist and petty bourgeois classes. As defined in Table 1 , petty bourgeois employ no labor power. This is surely an overly stringent criterion; a small shopkeeper who employs one helper is not in a different class position from a small shopkeeper who employs no one. The criterion "employs labor power" thus does not provide a complete definition of the difference between capitalists and the petty bourgeoisie. (2) In a complementary way, there is a certain ambiguity in the boundary between the capitalist class and the managerial category. As defined in Table 1 , the president of General Motors would be called a "manager" rather than a capitalist, in spite of the fact that most of his income comes from the direct appropriation of profits. Clearly, formal legal ownership of the means of production and formal legal status as the employer of labor power are not sufficient criteria to differentiate capitalists from managers. For present purposes, however, we will ignore both of these ambiguities. The typology in Table 1 therefore should  be regarded as a first approximation clearly  in need of refinement rather than as a fully  elaborated class typology.5 Third, to say that these are structural categories does not imply that they are completely homogeneous, without any significant internal differentiation. There are large, wealthy capitalists and small, local capitalists; top managers and foremen (the lowest level in the managerial hierarchy); highly educated, well-paid workers and marginal, poverty-stricken workers. It would be absurd to argue that class and class alone is the only important element defining an individual's place in the system of inequality. But again, the point is that these various forms of internal differentiation-of intra-class stratification-are to be understood theoretically in terms of their relationship to the more general structural class categories.
Finally, it is very important not to think of these class categories as occupational groupings. Class, as defined in Table 1 , is a way of looking at social structure entirely different from occupation. The term "occupation" designates positions within the technical division of labor, i.e., an occupation represents a set of activities fulfilling certain technically defined functions. Class, on the other hand, designates positions within the social relations of production, i.e., it designates the social relationship between actors. Knowing that an individual is a carpenter, for example, tells you that within the technical division of fuller discussion of the relationship of Dahrendorf's concept of class to a Marxist perspective, see Wright (1976a:ch. 1).
5 Many critics of the Marxist framework have argued that the fact of such ambiguities negates the value of a structural class model altogether. This is equivalent to saying that because the platypus has webbed feet and a bill, the concept of "mammal" is useless. The point is that ambiguities are ambiguities precisely because of their relationship to structurally defined categories. It is, of course, important for a structural theory to provide an understanding of the ambiguities rather than to ignore them, but there is no intrinsic incompatability between a structural theory and structural ambiguities. For a more thorough discussion of ambiguities in the class structure, see the analysis of "contradictory locations within class relations" in Wright (1976b) . See also Carchedi (1975a; 1975b). 
General Hypotheses
The class categories discussed above will be used in an empirical study of income inequality. There will be three focuses to this investigation.
Comparison of the explanatory power of class and occupational status. Virtually all of the recent sociological work on income inequality has used occupational status, occupational prestige or some closely related metric of occupations as the key mediating variable between the individual's social background and education and the individual's income. We have posed the concept of class, defined in terms of capitalist social relations of production, as an alternative paradigm for understanding inequality. One way (by no means the only way) of comparing these paradigms is to estimate a series of income regression equations and then to examine the relative changes in explained variance when class and other variables are included and excluded in various combinations. The expectation is that class position will have at least as much an effect on an individual's income as will the individual's occupational status, and that this effect will not disappear when status is controlled for.
Examination of the different patterns of income determination between classes. If class position is a critical mediating variable between social background and income, then it would be expected that class position would affect the ways in which background characteristics get transformed into income. That is, we hypothesize not only that class position has an independent impact on income from occupational position, but also that it affects the extent to which background characteristics themselves can be "cashed in" for income. In particular, the expectation is that class position will have a strong influence on the extent to which education influences income. More concretely, we predict: (a) that the returns to education will be much greater for managers than for workers and (b) that the income of employers will be higher than that of managers and workers at every level of education, but that the returns to education for employers will be less than for managers.
The reasoning behind the first hypothesis is as follows. For both workers and managers there should be some positive returns to education for a variety of reasons: educated labor costs something to produce and, thus, the income going to educated workers and managers generally will include an increment to cover those costs at least partially; educated labor tends generally to be in short supply relative to uneducated labor and, thus, market forces will tend to push up the incomes of both skilled workers and managers.
However, because of the specific posipervises other people's employees, this category probably represents a response error. Since less than two percent of the sample falls into this category, we will exclude it from all subsequent analyses.
tion of managers within the social relations of production, there are forces which tend to increase the returns to education among managers above the returns for workers. The argument has two steps. First, because of the problems of social control of managerial labor, managerial hierarchies will tend to be characterized by elaborate incentive structures. In particular, the income gradients associated with managerial career ladders will tend to be quite steep. This, in turn, will create steep income gradients associated with position within the managerial hierarchy. Second, among managers, there will tend to be a fairly close relationship between education and position within the managerial hierarchy. This association is the result of several factors.
(1) Higher levels of the hierarchy require certain skills that are produced (or at least certified) within the educational system. (2) The educational system socializes people to the work norms demanded for different positions in the hierarchy. In particular, higher education develops habits appropriate for higher levels within the authority structure. (3) The educational system helps to legitimate the managerial hierarchy as a whole through the meritocratic ideology of rule by experts and, thus, there will be a tendency for people with lower credentials not to be promoted above people with higher credentials. As a result of this combination of steep income gradients and steep educational credential gradients tied to managerial position, we expect that managers will have particularly high income returns to education. This reasoning will be discussed in greater detail in the final section of this paper. The second hypothesis is based on the view that the income of employers is fundamentally a consequence of the quantity of property (capital) controlled by the employer rather than the employer's education. Therefore, education should matter for the employer's income only if, among employers, there is a strong relationship between quantity of property and level of education.
It is very important to understand the logic of these comparisons of returns to education in different classes. We are not touching directly on questions of social mobility, i.e., how people get sorted into class positions. What we are asking is: once a person gets into a class position, by whatever sorting process, does the class position itself have an impact on how much difference an individual's education is likely to make for the individual's income? We are therefore, in a sense, using regression equations to tap characteristics of the structure of class itself rather than to represent the status-attainment process at the individual level.8
Examination of the differences in patterns of income determintion between blacks and whites and between men and women within classes. One of the main preoccupations in the stratification literature has been the analysis of differences in the status-attainment process among blacks and whites and, more recently, men and women. One of the most robust findings of this body of research is that blacks in general receive less income per increment in education than do whites (see Siegel, 1965; Duncan, 1969; Weiss, 1970 ).9 None of 8This point may be somewhat clearer if we consider a more concrete example. Suppose we wished to compare the relation of education to wages in two businesses. In one business, education is irrelevant for pay; in the second business, pay scales are closely pegged to educational credentials. There are two empirical strategies that could be adopted for revealing this pattern: formal pay scales and job requirements in the business records of the two firms can be used to estimate the returns to education; or a survey of the personnel of the businesses and use of individual-level data to estimate the returns. In either case, the resulting regression equations should be seen as characterizing the firms rather than the individuals. This becomes most obvious in a situation in which education itself becomes an important criterion for an individual entering one or the other of the two businesses. In such a case, the regressions of income on education within each firm would tell very little about the total relationship of education to income for individuals. In our analysis, class categories are analogous to the firms, and the regression equations should be interpreted as reflecting characteristics of the class positions as such.
9 The work of Stolzenberg (1975) represents a partial exception to this general finding that the returns to education are lower for black males than for white males. Stolzenberg finds that within detailed occupational categories the rate these studies, however, has controlled for class position defined in terms of social relations of production. If it is true that managers receive much higher returns to education than workers, as hypothesized above, and if it is true that blacks are more concentrated than whites in the working class, then it would be expected that much of the differential returns to education for blacks and whites might be due to the distribution of races across class categories. Therefore, we will compare the returns to education for blacks and whites within class categories in order to control for this class composition effect. We will do the same analysis for men and women.
Statistical Method
For the direct comparison of class and status the following standardized regression equation will be estimated:
Income=,81 Education+,82 Age+B3 Status +,84Employer Dummy+,f5 Worker Dummy
We will then examine how much the R2 for the equation drops when the class dummy variables are excluded, when status is excluded and when both are excluded.
The analysis of the interaction patterns will involve a fairly straightforward application of the analysis of covariance. We will compare the various class categories and sex and race categories within classes in terms of a series of regression equations to see (a) if they differ significantly in the slopes of the independent variables in the equations and (b) if a significant "gap" in income exists between the compared groups when the independent variables are controlled for. Figure 1 illustrates these two kinds of comparisons for the simple regression of income on education for managers and workers. The test for the significance of slope differences simply involves testing whether the slope of the manager minus worker regression is significantly different from zero.10 It is somewhat less obvious how to test the significance of the gap in income. The difficulty is that the magnitude of this gap is strictly dependent upon the level of education at which it is assessed. Thus, in Figure 1 , if managers and workers were compared at zero education (the usual constant term in regression equations), the gap would be slightly negative; if they were compared at the workers' mean education (Ew ), the gap would be positive, but relatively small; if they were compared at the managers' mean education (Em), the gap would be positive and large. There is no standard convention as to which of these possibilities is the most appropriate. In the present analysis, we will assess the gap in income at the value of the independent variables halfway between the means for each of the two groups being compared. In Figure 1 , this is indicated as . The gap at this point rep-2 resents the expected difference in income between a worker and a manager with identical education equal to the average of the mean worker and mean manager education. We will refer to the comparison of expected incomes at this point as the analysis of the "average gap" in income between the groups being compared. of income returns are fairly similar for the two races. However, Stolzenberg's results are not strictly comparable to those of the other studies cited above or the present research since he measures the rate of income returns to education rather than income returns as such. Stolzenberg uses a log transformation of the income variable in order to measure approximately the proportional increase in income for a unit increase in education rather than the absolute increase in income for a unit increase in education. It is quite consistent to find that blacks receive much lower absolute increases in income than whites per unit increase in education and yet that they receive equal (or even greater) proportional increases in income. Since at every level of education the income of blacks tends to be less than that of whites, a smaller absolute increase in income may produce an equivalent proportional increase. 10 This is accomplished by constructing a dummy variable for one of the nominal categories in the comparison and then estimating a regression equation with education, the dummy variable, and the dummy variable times education as independent variables. In such an equation, the dummy variable interaction term represents the difference in slopes for the two groups being compared. A direct t-test of this coefficient thus tests the significance of slope differences between the two groups (see Kmenta, 1971 Since the average income gap is assessed at a different level of the independent variables in each comparison, it is not possible directly to compare average income gaps for different comparisons. In order to do this, it is necessary to assess the gap at the same point on all comparisons. We will therefore also calculate a "standardized income gap" by assessing the gap at the level of the independent variables of the most privileged category in our analysis employers. (This is equivalent to the common technique of substituting the means from a privileged group into the equations for a disadvantaged group as discussed by Duncan, 1969.) In Tables 6A and 7A , where we report the basic regression equations for our analysis, this standardized income gap constitutes the difference in "adjusted constants" for the various groups."
Specification of Equations for the Analysis of Interaction Patterns
Every regression equation contains the answer to some question. The trick is for the equation which is estimated in fact to answer the question which is asked. Too often in sociological research any variable which is thought to be interesting is thrown into a regression equation without regard to its substantive relevance to the questions at hand.
There are two somewhat different questions which we would like to answer in the analysis of interaction patterns: (Jencks et al., 1972) which suggests that the bias in the education coefficient caused by the omission of the relevant background variables should not be terribly large. More importantly, even if these biases are not trivial, since our main interest centers on the differences between various groups rather than the absolute values of the regression coefficients, the problem of bias should become less critical. If we are willing to assume that the bias due to the omission of background variables is in the same direction for both groups, then the bias in the estimate of the difference in coefficients will necessarily be less than the most biased of the two individual coefficients and, generally, less than both. In the limiting case where two groups have identical biases, the estimate of the difference in coefficients actually will be unbiased.
Because of this absence of background variables, therefore, the core of the analysis of slopes will rest on comparisons of the simple regression of income on education for the various categories.
For the second question, we would like to hold constant all factors in addition to education which have any significant impact on income. The list of such factors is, of course, very large and includes occupational status, on-the-job training, seniority, work experience, industrial sector, geographical location, migration, and so forth. For the present purposes, we will limit ourselves to three of these: job tenure, age (as a proxy for work experience) and occupational status.
We are including these additional equations not to provide more precise estimates of the education coefficient as such, but to see if the average gaps in income disappear as controls are added.'3 Again, the income gap, as we are measuring it, represents the expected difference in incomes between two individuals, one from each group, that would occur if the two individuals had the same levels on all the independent variables equal to the averages of their respective group means. If this gap were entirely due to differences in the levels of education, occupational status, tenure and experience, then the gap should become negligible when these factors are all included in the equation.
While the actual value of the education coefficient in these expanded equations has little intrinsic interest, the magnitude of the difference between groups in the eduis not because they necessarily would tell us anything about how people get sorted into class positions, but because the class interactions could conceivably be artifacts of various unmeasured background characteristics of the individuals occupying given class positions. Thus, if managers have greater returns to education than workers, it might be because they have different motivations due to higher status backgrounds. What appears as an education slope difference between managers and workers .would, in fact, turn out to be a slope difference between high status and low status backgrounds. In effect, therefore, when we compare education slopes we are comparing returns to education plus returns to all the unspecified causes of education which also influence income. 13 In certain respects, these expanded regression equations provide less meaningful estimates of the effects of changes in education per se on income than does the simple regression. In particular, the inclusion of occupational status introduces a substantial downward bias in the estimate of the education coefficient since it holds constant one of the basic mechanisms by which education influences income. The regression which contains occupational status as well as education provides an answer to a rather strange question: how much additional income could an individual expect to receive for an increase in education providing that this increased education did not lead to a change in occupation? The constraint of not changing occupation (or at least not changing occupational status) certainly reduces the amount of extra income per increment of education, i.e., it biases the education coefficient downward. Unless this equation appears as part of a system of recursive equations (as in path analysis), the inclusion of the occupational status variable in the equation clearly gives a less meaningful estimate of the effects of education per se on income than does the simple regression of income on education. cation coefficient in these expanded equations may give some clue as to the possible mechanisms which produce the differences between classes observed in the comparisons of the simple regressions. In particular, if the inclusion of the occupational status variable wipes out any differences between classes in the slope of the education variable, it would suggest that the differences in slope in the simple regression might be subtstantially the result of the occupational composition of the different class categories. Thus, while the basic purpose for constructing these expanded equations is to examine the average income gap between groups, we will also look at the effect of including the additional variables on the differences in the education slopes.
Therefore, for each interaction comparison, we will estimate two equations:
1. the simple regression of income on education; 2. the regression of income on education, tenure, age and occupational status.
Variables
Class. Class is measured by the criteria in Table 3 . Unfortunately, in the 1973 replication of the original 1969 survey of working conditions, the question about employing others was dropped from the questionnaire. This means that the employer category and category 5 in Table 3 were merged, making the 1973 data somewhat less reliable in comparisons between employers and other classes. We will therefore rely on the 1969 survey for the analysis of interaction patterns.
Occupational status. Status was measured using the standard Duncan SEI scores. However, in the 1969 survey, only decile values from the Duncan scale were coded rather than the full two-digit scale.14 In our direct comparisons of class and status, we will rely on the 1973 data in order to avoid any problems of attenuation which might result from using decile scores. By using the full status scale and a slightly less well-measured class variable in these comparisons, we are maximizing the relative explanatory power of status.
Since in the analysis of the interaction patterns we are less concerned with the coefficients of the status variable as such, we will use the 1969 data in order to have the most reliable measures of class position. In any event, the results for the direct comparisons of class and status using the 1969 data and for the interactions using the 1973 data are substantively the same as those reported below.
Annual income. Respondents were asked to indicate their total personal annual incomes before taxes as well as the amount and frequency of their paychecks. If they failed to answer the annual income question, annual income was estimated from the response to the paycheck question. Annual income is being used rather than simply annual earnings since, for comparisons between classes (especially between employers and other classes), the exclusion of unearned property income obviously would understate real class differences. Total income therefore should be seen sociologically as an indicator of total economic rewards regardless of economic source.
Education. Education is measured by a quasi-credential scale rather than by years of education in the following manner: 66 and over * The decile split in these cases occurred in the middle of a category. In these situations, cases were randomly assigned above and below the 10 percent cut-off point. 5=college degree 6=post-college.
Each step on this scale represents a socially-recognized level of education. Although in practice it is highly unlikely that any of our results would have been different if years of education had been used instead of this scale, we felt that in an analysis of income determination a "credential" is a more appropriate unit of education than a year.
Job tenure and age. The job tenure variable is a simple measure of the number of years worked on the current job. Unfortunately, no question was asked on the survey about general work experience beyond tenure in current job. While realizing that there are some problems with age as a variable in an analysis of income determination, age will be used as a loose proxy for general work experience.
The Sample Used in the A nalysis
For the purposes of the present research, we have restricted the analysis to those respondents who work full time, defined as 35 hours a week or more. While this reduced the sample size somewhat, especially for women, we felt that the analysis would be more straightforward if we avoided the special problems of analyzing the market for part-time labor.
In the analysis of interaction patterns, the sample also will be limited to workers, managers and employers, the three most important classes in advanced capitalist societies. In many respects, the petty bourgeoisie represents a remnant from an earlier era of capitalist development and, as a class, certainly is progressively becoming less important. While this class may be of considerable interest for certain problems, we will simplify the present study by excluding it from the analysis.
Finally, farmers and farm laborers (less than 4% of the total sample) are being excluded because of the difficulties of assessing income in kind for agricultural occupations. All of the results reported below remain virtually unchanged if farmers and farm laborers are included in the analysis. Table 4 presents the regressions used to assess the relative contributions of occupational status and class to the explained variance in income. Table 5 presents the corresponding correlation matrix. In order to make these results as comparable as possible to the existing research on income determination and status attainment, we have restricted the sample to white males, nonfarm full-time participants in the labor force.
RESULTS

Direct Comparison of Occupational Status and Class Position
Education and age account for just over 15% of the variance in income. The additional increment in R2 resulting from adding occupational status to this equation is only 4.1 %, whereas the increment from the two class dummies is 9.4%. All of the variables taken together explain just under 27% of the variance in income among white males. Looked at in a slightly different way, when class is added to the equation containing status, the R2 increases by 7.6%, whereas when status is added to the equation containing class, the increase is only 2.3%. Status and class alone each explain just over 14% of the variance in income. These results are highly suggestive that an extremely simple version of the Marxian class typology is at least as potent a variable in predicting income as the full Duncan socioeconomic scale. Figure 2 and Table 6 present the results of the comparison of the various class categories for the simple regressions of income on education. Table 7 presents the results for the expanded regressions. Table 8 presents the mean values and standard deviations of the variables for all the class-racesex categories being compared.
Class Comparisons
The results shown in these tables and figures strongly support the view that class has a substantial effect on the relationship of education to income. The results can be summarized as follows.
Workers versus employers and managers. The education slope for workers was significantly flatter than for managers or for employers, and the overall level of the regression line was considerably lower in the simple regression equations (Table  6A: 2-3; Figure 2A ). Workers received, on the average, $1,119 less for each increment in education than managers and $3,413 less than employers. The average income gap between workers and managers was $2,529 and between workers and employers, $6,865. All of these differences were significant at the .001 level. The addition of job tenure, age and occupational status into the equations did not eliminate the average gap in income between workers and managers or employers (Table 7B :2-3); i.e., most of the gap between the regression lines in Figure  2A cannot be attributed to the age-tenureoccupational status composition of the class categories.
Not only do the age, tenure and occupational status variables fail to close the income gap between classes, they fail to eliminate the differences in the slopes of the education variable. Even when the control variables are added, workers still receive some $2,563 less income per increment of education than employers, and $870 less than managers. Furthermore, workers also receive much less additional income for increments in decile occupational prestige than either employers or managers; workers receive over $2,000 less for each decile of prestige than employers and $400 less for each decile than managers. These results further support the notion that the differences between classes cannot be considered simply artifacts of the mix of occupations in the different classes for if that were the case, the classes would not be expected to differ in the slopes of the occupational status variable itself.
Managers versus employers. The income gap between managers and employers was substantial in the simple regression equa- tion ($5,081) and was only partially reduced by the addition of the control variables. Contrary to our expectations, however, the slope on the education variable was significantly flatter for managers than employers in both regression equations. Some possible interpretations of this result will be discussed in the final section of this paper. Class comparison within the white male category. By and large, the same results are obtained for white males examined separately as for the entire sample. The education coefficients are significantly lower for white male workers than for white male managers or employers in the simple regression and in the expanded regression. The income gaps were also substantial and statistically significant (Table  6B:5-6 and Table 7B :5-6). Thus, these class differences cannot be considered artifacts of the race-sex composition of the class categories.
In the comparison of white male managers and employers, the income gap is also significant in both equations, and the education slope for managers is significantly flatter in the simple regression (Tables 6B:4 and 7B:4). In the expanded regression, the absolute magnitude of the difference in education slopes between white male managers and employers is essentially as large as for all managers and employers ($1,640 compared to $1,693), although the t-ratio of the difference drops just below the 5% significance level. The unexpected result of employers having greater returns to education than managers thus occurs among white males as well as in the entire sample. Again, these class interactions cannot be considered a consequence of the race and sex composition of the class categories.
Class comparisons within the black male and white female categories. Although the direction of the income gap and the differences in the education slopes between managers and workers within the black male and white female categories are the same as within the white male category, the magnitude of the differences tends to be smaller. Among white females the education slopes of workers and managers were not significantly different for either of the regressions and, while there was a significant income gap in the simple regression, this gap was almost eliminated with the addition of the control variables (Tables 6B :7 and 7B :7) . Among black males, the education slopes were marginally significantly different in both regressions, but the average gap in income was not significant in either regression.
Race and Sex Comparisons within Class Categories
Before examining the differences between race and sex categories within classes, it is important to stress that some of the most significant race and sex effects undoubtedly operate through mechanisms which sort people into the various class categories in the first place. Both women and blacks are underrepresented in the employer category, and women are underrepresented in the manager category as well (see Table 9 ). Furthermore, the present study is limited to full-time participants in the labor force. It has been shown that, even when educational and skill levels are controlled for, blacks have considerably higher levels of involuntary unemployment than whites (Harrison, 1972) . It hardly needs to be added that sexism has acted as a powerful force for keeping women out of the labor force entirely or restricting them to part-time work. When we examine the differences between sex and race categories among workers and among managers, it should be kept in mind that these are differences which occur after the effects of racism and sexism have operated to keep some people out of the labor force altogether, to prevent others from finding stable full-time employment, and to influence the race and sex distribution among classes of those people who are full-time participants in the labor force.
Race and sex comparisons within the manager class. Black and white male managers do not differ significantly in the slopes of any variables in either the simple or the expanded regressions (Tables 6B:9 ; 7B:9). It can reasonably be said that an increment of education has essentially the same payoff for blacks and whites, once they become managers.
There is greater ambiguity, however, in the analysis of income gaps. While in formal statistical terms, the average income gap between black and white male managers is not statistically different at the 5% level in either the simple or the expanded regression, the absolute magnitudes of the gaps are still large when compared to many of the other comparisons we are making. These results reflect the intrinsic ambiguity of using "significance level" as the criterion of the relative strength of the difference between groups. A low level of significance of a difference in coefficients can mean either that the two groups really do not differ in the coefficient or that they do differ substantially, but the difference is measured very imprecisely (i.e., the test is of low power).
The comparison of sexes within the managerial class is less problematic (Tables 6B: 10-1; 7B:10-11). Again, there are no significant differences in the slopes of any of the variables, with the exception of the education slope in the expanded regression in the comparison of white female and black male managers. We have no explanation for this result. However, there is a very substantial average gap in income between white female managers and both white and black male managers in both regression equations. With a large sample, even if it should turn out that there was a significant income gap between black and white male managers, these data strongly indicate that the sex differences among managers are considerably greater than the race differences.
Race and sex comparisons within the working class. By and large, the results for the comparisons of sex and race categories among workers are substantially the same as among managers. None of the race-sex categories differ in education slope in the simple regression and, with the marginal exception of the comparison of black and white women, none differ in the expanded regression (Tables 6B: 12-15; 7B: 12-15) . Therefore, it appears that the returns to education are roughly the same for all workers regardless of race and sex.
Furthermore, within sex categories, there are also no significant income gaps between blacks and whites. Therefore, as in the managerial category, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that black and white male workers have essentially the same regression equations, and black and white female workers have essentially the same regression equations, especially for the simple regressions of income on education.
Between male and female workers of both races, however, there is a very significant average gap in income. The gap between white female and white male workers is some $3,300 and between black male and white female workers, over $2,600 in the simple regressions. Adding the control variables has virtually no effect on these differences. Thus again, as in the managerial category, the sex differences within the working class are much more striking than the race differences.
GENERALIZATIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS
At the most general level, the results of this study clearly show that classes defined in terms of social relations of production are consequential in American society. The differences between classes in levels of income and in the relationship between education and income are substantial, and these differences do not disappear when we control for variables such as occupational status, age, job tenure, sex or race. Furthermore, in terms of explained variance in income, class position is at least as powerful an explanatory variable as occupational status.'5 A number of other more specific generalizations can be made.
The returns to education within the managerial category are greater than within the working class category. This result was strongly supported both for the sample as a whole and for white males taken separately in both regression equations. This is one of the most important findings of the study and has considerable implications for the understanding of income inequality. While much more research is necessary to decipher fully this class interaction in returns to education, we can offer some preliminary lines of interpretation. As suggested earlier, we argue that the higher returns to education among managers than among workers reflect the steep income gradients associated with mana-'l It must be recognized that class itself still explains only a relatively small proportion of the total variance in income (14.5 percent in Table  4 gerial hierarchies on the one hand, and the role of education in sorting people into different levels of the hierarchy on the other.
In both Marxist and non-Marxist traditions, "wages" (and, correspondingly, income from wages and salaries) have been conceptualized as part of an exchange relationship-an unequal, asymmetrical exchange in the Marxist perspective which hides an exploitive relation; an equal, reciprocal exchange in non-Marxist perspectives which reflects the marginal productivity of the wage earner.
An alternative view is that wages are not merely payment for services rendered (i.e., exchange), but are also part of a structure of social control within businesses and bureaucracies. Wage differentials should be considered, in part, a political response to the problem of social order within organizations rather than either simply an economic response to the human capital of the wage earner or merely the phenomenal form of a system of surplus value extraction.
The conformity of the individual to the norms of any institution is guaranteed by a variety of threats of punishment for deviance and promises of rewards for compliance. The balance between these punishments and inducements, and their specific forms, depends strongly upon the individual's position in the process of production. For workers in the lowest skill levels, especially when they are in peripheral businesses, the dominant mode of control is threats of various sorts, especially the threat of being fired. For workers with higher levels of skills, particularly when they are employed in core industries, there is much more reliance on various positive inducements: progressively increasing pay and vacation time, good pensions, job promotions, and so on (Stone, 1974 On the basis of the logic of social control elaborated above, we would also expect that there should be a fairly close association between income and the authority hierarchy (see Tannenbaum et al., 1974:106-8) . Thus, we would predict that among managers there should be a fairly steep income gradient for educational attainment as well. This is precisely the result we have observed.
In these terms, the education coefficient for workers in Figure 2A can be thought of as the payoff to education for those people with zero authority, while the difference between the worker and manager regressions at each level of education reflects the extra income managers can get by cashing in their education on positions in the managerial hierarchy. If this interpretation of the steeper managerial returns to education is correct, then it would be predicted that, within specific levels of managerial hierarchies, the returns to education should be much closer to those of workers. Unfortunately, in the present study there are no data appropriate for testing this proposition.
The class differences between managers and workers tend to be less marked among white women and black men than among white men. White female managers and workers differ hardly at all in returns to education, and the average gap in their income is very small in both regression equations. Although there is a significant difference in education slopes between managers and workers among black men, the income gap is quite small. These results suggest that black male and white female managers look more like workers than do their white male counterparts. One partial explanation for this might be that black male and white female managers are more highly concentrated at the very bottom of managerial hierarchies than are white male managers. It would be expected that they would tend to be line supervisors of various sorts rather than middle managers, and that very few indeed would become top level managers in either private businesses or public bureaucracies. This would tend to depress the overall payoff for becoming a manager and reduce the differences between managers and workers. The present survey provides no data directly relevant to this hypothesis, and we have been unable to find other studies which systematically analyze the position of blacks and women in comparison with white males in authority hierarchies.
Even when education, occupational status, age and job tenure are controlled for, employers have greater income than either managers or workers. This result occurs in spite of the fact that the employers in the sample overwhelmingly are small businessment rather than large capitalists (see footnote 7). Thus, despite theories of the managerial revolution, the postindustrial society and other perspectives which claim that authority and/or knowledge stratification has superseded property stratification, the results of the present research indicate that the class division between property-holders and nonproperty-holders is still very real, even when only small property-holders are considered.
The returns to education for small employers are much greater than for workers and managers. This was an unexpected result. Since employers are not paid a direct return to education but, rather, pay themselves an income out of their profits, the income of employers should be linked to education only to the extent that the quantity and profitability of their property was closely associated with the level of their education. We did not expect this to be the case but, apparently, at least for small businessmen, such a link is present.
In retrospect, this is not so terribly surprising. Among quite small employers, after all, differences in education would correspond to differences between shopkeepers on the one hand and doctors, lawyers and other professionals on the other. Since 78% of the employers in the present sample employ fewer than ten employees, it seems likely that the relationship of education to type of business may account for much of the steepness of the employer education coefficient. Among larger employers, it would be expected that education would make less difference in income.
There is some suggestive evidence in the present survey which supports this interpretation. Eighteen employers in the sample stated that they employed ten or more employees. When the regression equations are run separately for this subgroup, it is found that indeed they do have much flatter education coefficients than employers who employed fewer than ten employees. In the simple regression, small employers received $4,285 for each increment in education whereas the larger employers received only $1,221.17 This coefficient is smaller than the one for managers. The average income gap between large and small employers, as one would expect, was relatively large-$4,155.
Because of the small number of large employers, it was not possible to test formally the significance levels of these comparisons. However, they do suggest that as the actual labor of an employer becomes a smaller proportion of the total labor of a business, the education of the employer matters less as a determinant of his income. It would be expected that for truly large capitalists (employing 500 or more workers) the returns to education would be even smaller and the adjusted constants correspondingly higher.
The class differences between workers and employers are considerably greater than the differences between men and women or between blacks and whites within the working class. The standardized income gap between workers and employers is generally two to three times as great as the standardized gap between male and female workers of either race, and the gap between black and white workers of the same sex is, at most, a tenth as large as the gap between workers and employers.18 The differences in education slopes are very small between sexes or races within the working class, but are quite substantial and highly significant between workers and employers. Furthermore, race and sex groups within the working class differ by a maximum of about $200 in returns for a decile increase in occupational status, whereas employers and workers differ by over $2,000. In a Marxist perspective, these results are very much what would be expected. In economic terms, class exploitation is a theoretically more fundamental division within capitalist society than is either sex or race, and thus the differences between the working class and the capitalist class should be more substantial than the differences between male and female workers or black and white workers.
Within class categories, races and sexes appear to have very similar returns to education. These results must be considered somewhat tentative since the sample size, especially for the race comparisons, is relatively small. Nevertheless, it seems fairly safe to conclude that at least part of the 17 There was one outlier in the large employer group-an individual who employed more than ten workers but reported an annual income of only $3,000. This individual also happened to have a low level of education, and leaving him in the regression increased the education slope for large employers considerably (to $2,100 from $1,221).) Since it is implausible that an employer of more than ten people would actually have a real income of only $3,000 a year (presumably in this case the employer had a bad year and lived off his capital), we have excluded this individual from the regression.
18 Note that we are comparing "standardized income gaps" rather than "average income gaps" in this conclusion. It is impossible to compare average income gaps since they are assessed at a different point for each comparison. The standardized income gaps, on the other hand, are assessed at the same point, mean values of the independent variables for the employer category. differential returns to education for blacks and whites is a consequence of the class composition of the two races. If this result is confirmed with more extensive data, it would suggest that racial discrimination operates more in sorting people into class positions in the first place than in giving them lower income for given levels of education and skills once they are in a class position.
Within class categories, the income gap between races tends to be much smaller than between sexes. The standardized income gap between white males and white females is nearly five times greater than between black males and white males in both the working class and the managerial category in the simple regression. The difference is even greater in the expanded regressions. Again, racism may be particularly important in allocating people into different class categories in the first place. However, once a person is located in a class position, sex differences in income are considerably larger than race differences.
Obviously, this study is only a first step in the development of a sophisticated use of structural class categories in quantitative research. It would be desirable in the future to use these categories in more elaborate path models of income determination including extensive information on background. It is also crucially important to examine the extent to which various class boundaries are crossed in the course of individual work-lives. While much research has been done on the movement across the blue-collar/white collar occupational "boundary," both within generations and between generations, none we have found systematically has explored the movement across structural class boundaries. The many questions concerning the internal stratification within structural classes also need to be researched. It is our hope that the present work will open up the possibility of bringing Marxist categories into the heart of quantitative research on social inequality as well as making quantitative research seem more relevant to Marxist social scientists. To ignore these theoretical and empirical issues is to ignore a crucial dimension in the structure of inequality in American society.
